Cineplastics
The obvious role of architecture in the construction of sets (and the eager participation of architects themselves in this enterprise), and the equally obvious ability of film to "construct" its own architecture in light and shade, scale and movement, from the outset allowed for a mutual intersection of these two "spatial arts." Certainly, many modernist filmmakers had little doubt of the cinema's architectonic properties. From Georges Melies's careful description of the proper spatial organization of the studio in 1907 to Eric Rohmer's reassertion of film as "the spatial art" some forty years later, the architectural metaphor, if not its material reality, was deemed essential to the filmic imagination. Out of this intersection of the two arts a theoretical apparatus was developed that at once held architecture as the fundamental site of film practice, the indispensable real and ideal matrix of the filmic imaginary, and, at the same time, posited film as the modernist art of space par excellence -a vision of the fusion of space and time. The potential of film to explore this new realm (seen by Sigfried Giedion as the basis of modernist architectural aesthetics) was recognized early on. Abel Gance, writing in 1912, was already hoping for a new "sixth art" that would provide "that admirable synthesis of the movement of space and time."6 But it was the art historian Elie Faure, influenced by Fernand Leger, who first coined a term for the cinematic aesthetic that brought together the two dimensions: cineplastics. "The cinema," he wrote in 1922, "is first of all plastic. It represents, in some way, an architecture in movement that should be in constant accord, in dynamically pursued equilibrium, with the setting and the landscapes within which it rises and falls."7 In Faure's terms, "plastic" art was that which "expresses form at rest and in movement," a mode common to the arts of sculpture, basrelief, drawing, painting, fresco, and especially dance, but that perhaps achieved its highest expression in the cinema.8 For "the cinema incorporates time to space. Better, time, through this, really becomes a dimension of space."9 By means of the cinema, Faure claimed, time becomes a veritable instrument of space, "unrolling under our eyes its successive volumes ceaselessly returned to us in dimensions that allow us to grasp their extent in surface and depth."i? The "hitherto unknown plastic pleasures" thereby discovered would, finally, create a new kind of architectural space, akin to that imaginary space "within the walls of the brain."
Vidler
The notion of duration entering as a constitutive element into the notion of space, we will easily imagine an art of cineplastics blossoming that would be no more than an ideal architecture, and where the 'cinemimic' will . .. disappear, because only a great artist could build edifices that constitute themselves, collapse, and reconstitute themselves again ceaselessly by imperceptible passages of tones and modeling that will themselves be architecture at every instant, without our being able to grasp the thousandth part of a second in which the transition takes place."
Such an art, Faure predicted, would propel the world into a new stage of civilization, whose principle form of expression would be an architecture based on the appearance of mobile industrial constructions, ships, trains, cars, and airplanes, together with their stable ports and harbors. Cinema would operate, he concluded, as a kind of privileged "spiritual ornament" to this machine civilization: "the most useful social play for the development of confidence, harmony, and cohesion in the masses."12
Spaces of Horror
Critics of the first generation of German expressionist films had already experienced such a "cineplastic" revolution in practice. Unconscious optics -the filmic unconscious -was, for Benjamin, itself a kind of analysis, the closest aesthetic equivalent to Freud's own Psychopathology of Everyday Life, in its ability to focus and deepen perception.
In this characteristic, film obviously outdistanced architecture; Benjamin's remark that "architecture has always represented the prototype of a work of art the reception of which is consummated by the collectivity in a state of distraction" was made in this very context: the assertion of the "shock effect" of the film as that which allows the public, no longer distracted, to be once more put in the position of the critic. Thus the only way to render architecture critical again was to wrest it out of its uncritically observed context, its distracted state, and offer it to a now attentive public -that is, to make a film of the building. Certainly, it is not too difficult to imagine the figure of Benjamin's fldneur, Vertov-like, carrying his camera as a third eye, framing and shooting the rapidly moving pictures of modern life. The etchings of Jacques Callot, the thumbnail sketches of Augustin Saint-Aubin, the tableaux of Sebastien Mercier, the rapid renderings of Constantin Guys, the prose poems of Charles Baudelaire, the snapshots of Atget are all readily transposed into the vocabulary of film, which then literally mimics the fleeting impressions of everyday life in the metropolis in its very techniques of representation. Indeed, almost every characteristic Benjamin associates with the flineur might be associated with the film director with little or no distortion. An eye for detail, for the neglected and the chance; a penchant for joining reality and reverie; a distanced vision, apart from that distracted and unself-conscious existence of the crowd; a fondness for the marginal and the forgotten: these are traits of flaneur and filmmaker alike. Both share affinities with the detective and the peddlar, the ragpicker and the vagabond; both aestheticize the roles and materials with which they work. Equally, the typical habitats of the flaneur lend themselves to filmic representation: the banlieue, the margins, the zones, and outskirts of the city; the deserted streets and squares at night; the crowded boulevards, the phantasmagoric passages, arcades, and department stores; the spatial apparatus, that is, of the consumer metropolis.
On another level, however, if we take the image literally rather than metaphorically, a number of puzzling questions emerge. A film of Paris is certainly conceivable, but what would a film of "the plan of Paris" look like? And if we were to succeed in filming this plan, how then might it depict the development of the city's "forms" -its boulevards, streets, 
